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t '11 \priI 22.  2002. the Federal C'ommunications Commission (FCC or the Commission) 

rc!ea,c i I I~!eclaratorv Ruling and Secund Eurther Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (Dcclaratory 

K U [ I I I ~ ~  \\I.iicIi tound that Internet I'rotocvl i IP) Relay Falls within the statutory definition of 

!.clct o,niiilinications Relay Service (TRSi and that such services are eligible to recover their 

ci>\ t .  i t :  .!cc.,>rdancc with Section 225 o f t h e  C'ommunications Act o f  1934, as amended.' 

tLtc,:u\r. !Ill rc is currently no iiutoniatic mcans for determining whether a call made via IP Relay 

I. il:ira.t.itc, $)r interstate. the t c ' C '  authoriicd recovcry of all costs of providing IP Relay from the 

Intc1,t;iic I t<S bund until a determinalion is made concerning the dcvelopment o f a  permanent IP 

ltcla 5 .,),I ~ccovery  forniula. 

1 lii. FC' ( '  directcd the Intcrstatc I'KS Fund Administrator (thc Administrator) and 

IIltct\t;lit- i K S  Fund Advisory C'uuncil (the ('ouncil) to develop cost recovery guidelines for IP 

11~1:1\ ~mscd on thc Declaratorv Ruling wi th in  h i x  months of its release. Conscquently, cost 

rc.it..c.\ poidelincs are due t o  the I.'C'C' h! n o  later than October 22. 2002. l'hc Commission 

liittl,er JircL.ttd the Adminibtriitor and the Council to consider comments in this proceeding in 

dcvcloping guidelines and to carefull> e w m i n e  any diffcrences in thc costs o f  providing I P  

!<LI';\J IRJ liuhlic switched telephone nrtnork (PS.1-N)-bascd TRS. Thc Commission plans to 

p i g , ,  I& Iic public an opportunity t o  comnlent on the recommended guidelines before final 

I 



l3AC h<;KOI!ND ON INTEKST4TE TKS FUND 

1.1 , '  lull 20. 1991 b o r l  and (:~hd~~. the FC'C ordered that TKS be available nationwide 

:(I I W . ~ '  On July 2 0 ,  1903. the KC' released i ts  Third Report and Order, which I,. 6 II 

, ) l i l t  I-L, I h t  Ihc custs ol'interstatc TRS bc recovered from all subscribers of every interstate 

<<.I\ 

i-:iii~hi,r~cc from llie interstate fund since l u l y  26. 1993. 

1 ' , i t ! l i~ i i is  i i  shared-fundiiig cost rcc.o\cry mcchanisrn. TRS providers have been 

1 , i  ri le ~- I hird Kcport and Order. the FC'C rcquired TRS providers to submit annually to the 

kIii1, I \cn i  tilistrator [he data nsccssary tu dcterniine the 'TKS Fund requirements and payments. 

1 !it \ 1i:ii;:istrator uses the data probided to devclop formulas that are filed annually with the 

I L)ii!ri ' i$\ia8n li>r i t s  approval: payinents are distributed based on the approved formulas. 

tstri,iol:;< .ire biwcd on minutes of use Ibr completed interstate TRS calls, beginning after call set- 

tu? I'I(- Loiii.luding after the last message call unit. 

h L  I ~~ hird Report and ()rder mandated that every carrier providing intcrstate 

tL I t .~~, i i i i i i i i t i i cat ions services contributc to the 'I'RS Fund on the basis o f  gross interstate and 

ii; icl i i ;~tit~n,rl teleconirnunicatiliiis rcwnucs. In  July 1099. in its Order strcarnlining carrier 

rcp.ni i rg iquirements in C'C '  Docket N o .  9X-171, the FCC' changed the contribution base to end- 

\i\ri IiIici.slatc and intcrnational tclccoinniunic.ations revenues.' 

~~~~ ~~ ~ 

I e , . . i , , , ~ :~n , :~ i i ca r io t l \  Services for I l idividualc u i rh  I learing and Speech Disahiliries, and the Americans with 
i ~ l ! y ; ! ! + t :  I i~ c>l  IOOO.  C(' I1ockr.i N o  90-57 I. W P / W I . I  uml 0rdi.r und Rcqlir.sr,fi~r C'oi?irneiils. 6 FCC Rcd 4567 

i i 'W  ) K?p,;!:t_pldmt:~). 

! L ' ~ ~ ' ~ (  ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t i ~ ~ i i ~ ( i i i \  Relay Seruicr.5. and rlic Atirerican, with Disabilities Acrof  1990. CC Docket NO. 90-571, 
! ~ I , I ,  /< ;;! ' i ~ ,  . i t iJOrd~,r ,  8 I-CC KcJ S O 0  (19'13) (TJiirdpeDort and Order). 

I%:,# 1liciitii.il IKcSulator? Review ~ Strcaii i l incd Cotilr ihutor Reponing Requirements Associated wi th  
& ln i~ i t i , . i r i l i t ~n  0 1  1r.lecointnunicstions Rela) Services, Norih American Number ing Plan. Local Number 
l'oflL1qii,i! i d  I l t i lvcrsal Service Support Mcchanirinb. CC Docker No. 98-171, Reporr 017d Order. 14 FCC Rcd 
Ibfd" ! fWLL I I i w  canrribulions arc niadc I)? carriers ofterin: inrcrsrale services including. hui noi l imited to, 
c c I I ~ ! . i t  ; t i q i ; i o i i e  and paging: i i iohi le radio. opcraror services; personal communication, service (PCS): acces, 
( i i ~ c l h i l i  I C  \ idxurihet l inc char:r.h). allrrnnrivt- I ICCCLI\  m d  special acccss; packer-switched; WATS:  ROO: 900: 



'. iii:ributor\' payments to the ['KS I:und are calculated by multiplying their end-user 

c1 1 1 ~ ' 4  I;.. tlic prior calendar year bq a contribution factor determined annually by the Fund 

\ J n ? i n  qiriilor and approved ty (he Commission. The factor is based on the ratio of expccted 

1'1: 3 l.i~ii~.l 4. xpci1se.i to interstate end-user telccommunications revenues. Each carrier must 

-~(IIII~ ih  iii ;I minimum o1'$25 per )ear 

i 111 ',+larch fi. 2000. the Commission rclcnsed a Report and Order and Further Notice of 

~ ~ l ~ ' ! ; ~ ~ K i . i l e n i a h i n g  (March 6"' Order). which amended the Telecommunications Rclay 

\cr\ ' C Q ,  , ~ I  IRS) rulcs to expand Ihe kinds ot'rclay services available to consumers and to improve 

ihL, L ! ,~ t i l i i y  o ~ I ' K S . "  This Order inandated Speech-to-Speech (S'rS) and interstate Spanish to 

\ r i : i i~, is~i  .e[ vic,e\ Video Rela! Service ( V K S )  was encouraged bur not rcquircd. Interstatc 

S,un is i j  io Spanish and SIX calls, and all VKS calls wcre to bc reimbursed from the TRS fund. 

I l i t ,  W(' dirccied the :kiniinistrator and the Council to develop guidelines for interstate 

c('\I : ~ ~ ' , ; \ . ~ . ~ - y  l i i r  t l ie changes 10 'I'RS adopted in the March 6"' Order. O n  November 9, 2000, the 

K;c$ n?il-m;Jed 1 RS C:ost Recover! Ciuidelirics werc filed with the Commission. On December 

.. ' i  : O ( f !  [tie F('C ireleased a ~ k m o r a n d u m  Opinion and Order and Further Notice oFProgosed 

~~ IRi!!~i~~!.lhli!s~~ippr~i\ ing [he recommendations for TRS with the exception that the Commission 

did ,,oi wqiiirc thai d a h  on costs o t  Spanish io Spanish be collected separately.' 



I<q.irding S X .  [he ('ommission agrcrd that thc same cost rrcovery methodology as 

i r , d  ic,,ri,il X S  should bc used and that a separate per-minute reimbursement rate should be 

L I L ~ v u ( I I ~ ~ , ~  i w a i s e  o l t h e  unique characteristics of the service. 8 

! 111 Coinmission directed thc Administrator to establish an interim VRS cost recovery 

riiie 15,iig i i n  ;iverayc rate pcr minute methodology pending collection and evaluation of 

x : d ~ i ~ , ~ ~ i ; , I  Llata o n  VRS costs. Thc FNPRM bought comments on VRS reimbursement; a final 

( k C i .  wii  11i1. no1 yct becn reachcd. 

i iii.:.eniIy. the Administrator reinlhurses providers as follows: 

e lraditional interstate and international TRS calls are reimbursed on a completed 

' i i inute basis at the FCC approved rate; an allocation of toll-free and 900 call minutes 

5 included. 

l'raditional Spanish interslate and international TRS calls are reimbursed on a 

Loinplcted ininutc basis at ihe I-C'C' approved traditional TRS rate; an allocation of 

oll- lrcc and 900 call ininules is included. 

<'I'S intcrstatc and iniernational calls are reimbursed on a completed minute basis at a 

icparalc FCC' approved rate: iiii allocation of toll-free and 900 call minutes is 

e 

i i c  I uded. 

5.1 S Spanish intersMe and international TRS calls are reimbursed on a completed 

n inu te  basis at the FC'C' approved S-1S ratc; an allocation oftoll-free and 900 call 

ninuk-5 is included. 

,111 V R S  minutes (inmstaie. ir!icrstate and international iiicluding toll-free and 900 

:ails) arc rcimburscd on a conrplctcd minutc basis at a separate FCC approved rate. 



! h is  rciinhursemcnt methodology I S  to be used on an interim basis. (The ability to 

I -,lay calls i n  Spanish is not rcquired for VRS.) 

('osr H E <  OVERY FOR INTERNET PROTOCOL (IP) RELAY 

I I' Kt.l;r? 

I .aciitionaI TRS calls. using the public switched telephone network (PSTN), are initiated 

4: :I 2 7 . 1  x b(iice tiserdialing 7-1 -1  or ii toll-lrcc iiumber. ' Ihe Automatic Number Identification 

i 4 1 1  I !ruiis:nittcd with the call to the rela) center identifies the caller's location and, with the 

:alIt~l iuiimtw, cnahles the rclay scrvicc provider to determine if the call is intrastate or 

,nic~,tait.  

~;!!l. mL1 ~rlablishes whether the relay provider is cligiblc for compensation from the interstate 

t l l l l~! 

:'his inliirmation allows the carrier to bill the end user based on thc jurisdiction of the 

U'i l ' i  1P Kclay. a user cstahlishes ;L local connection to an Internet service provider (ISP) 

iihinl: :I c,,)n,puter or other II'-c;ipablc  device^ 'The user points hisiher web browser to the Internet 

-c;iches the relay center and ii rcgular rclay session begins. ~rherc  is currently no 

; i t i iCl :n i : i l t .  i:icans tor determining uhether a call inade via IP Relay is intrastatc or interstate 

hcc;itw inrernct addresses have no geographic corrclates. Thus, the relay provider has no way 

&~ic:niiiiing whether the call is eligible l o r  compensation from the interstate fund. For the 

s;iinc' r..wo!i, cnd user billing i s  not fcasihle. 

i c L  ording to the Declaratory Ruling. all minimum rclay service standards are applicable 

I O  11; f<clci \  except for thc follobing items that have been waived by the FCC: 



Emcrgcncy cel l  handling IS waived Cor one year. A t  the end o f  this waiver period, the 

F C ~ (  espects providers w i l l  have devised a method by which they can automatically 

Iransfer calls including location inlbrmation to emergency services' providers. 

I7ilual ticcess to interexchange carriers is waived permanently. The FCC believes that 

:I consumer w i l l  he able to usc thc interexchange carrier o f  her choice by using that 

c:Iirricr.s IP Relay offering. The requirement i s  waived permanently as long as IP 

I<cloq providcrs continue their policy of not charging customers for long distance 

C i l I l S .  

Voice initiated calls. including voice carryover (VCO) and STS, are waived for one 

ycar Mliile the FC'(~' inquires furtlicr into the problems and possibilities presented by 

C t,iiinirnt% Received in the Procceding 

PI I sponse 10 the Sccond t-Notice o f  Proposed Rulemaking, six comments and 

rc: i l \ ,  coinnients ucrc submitted." 

XI & I~ agrees with the fCC"s tenlalive proposal to define I P  Relay calls as intrastate or 

I I1 
i i ~ t t t i a l . i t r .  1 1 1  I hc  same ma! as I'S~I'N based TI<S calls. 

sho~.lci attcmpt to devise a method for allocating IP Relay calls as intrastate or interstate until 

' i ! ~ c l ~ ~  i l r i i e  , t \  the industry or the C'onimission has developed a mechanism to accurately and 

\,,,ri;j;ii>iy ,ictermine the gcographic location o f the  calls' originators."" According to AT&T. 

"AT&T does not believe the Commission 

~ ~ ~ ~~~~~~~ 

" 
(,,! i i : ic' i !k  re l i lcd Ihy ATKT. l i ic .  (A~r&T) .  rile M i s o u r i  Public Service Commission (Missouri), Sptinl 

t'tirpc,r:itim < Spritil), l 'e lecommunical ion~ for rhe Ileal: Inc. (TDI j .  Verizon telephone companies (Verizonj. and 
\ 4 ( w l (  WI. ! !i (WorldCoii i) Rcply conlnlents n e r c  t i led by Hamilton Relay Inc. (Hamilton) and 'I~DI. 

I "  '1 b I I1 



: h L  [t, i l  1'rc.c dlucati<m method is not currcntl) workablc because the originating callers' states 

L'i i i inl  # t  ')<, c h  trrmincd. Ifl'unding for 11' Kcla! is depleted. "the Commission and industry 1P 

p r o \ i  ki.. i ; i i i  p i n t l y  dcvelop plans I'or rcsponding to the need for developing an interim 

6 d l e ~ ~ , ~ t i . i t  , imcihod. ' "  A-f&'l' alates that requiring callers to sign up now, howcver, will impose 

,;ubsi wi;il hurdens on It' pro\ iders and inuy create artificial deterrents to customers' use ofIP 

;el I i,c 

/ I /  i~ ,p ly  comments. tlainilton concludes that "the record plainly establishes both that the 

i 'oiiwnimioii has adequate authority and that only continuing to provide full cost recovery for IP 

Kcla,  -CI v i ~ e  via the interstalc 7-KS Fund comports with the strong public policy favoring 

(c.zpili1a.o.i i ,l'ihe fiinctionall! equivalent services available to persons with hearing and speech 

.i I ;a r I 1 ! I I ,IS 
, I  I 

I tic 'vlissouri Public Servicc Commission (Missouri) believes the Commission has the 

auiham!) IC: allocaLc 11' Relay costs to thc intcrslate jurisdiction permanently. "Since the FCC 

p r c \ 5 k u i j ~ y  t.letermincd that Internet traffic IS  interstate in nature . . . it is also appropriate to 

aIoL.itc iP I k l a y  calls as interstate. 

i i c w , t ; , t c  c c n i f i c d  or rcyulated entities and the ability of state commissions to determine that 

.;t,cli i'iiiitics could Icgitimately bill and bt. compensated for I t '  Relay calls" if the FCC 

dL.it.! in:.lncs wmc costs should be recovercd a s  intrastate. 

..I! Missouri questions how state commissions could "track 

Ih If the Commission determines that it 



I 5  . rpIir . tpri . i te to allocale tunds jurisdictionally. Missouri suggests the same rationale as used 

w11> 1 4  ' 1 1  t r x  ca l l s .  17 

\p i , i i t  also believcs (hat IP re la!^ providcrs should receive conipensation from thc 

intet<1;tlt~ 1 IC5 tunJ for all I P  calls. "1)eveloping an allocation method to assign calls to either 

in [c '~ \ . l , i i t .  ~ i i d  intrastate jurisdictions is sinipl\i not a viable solution."'* Sprint fecls that a state 

~ h c . c  L.iri/-.ns tlon'I usc 11' Kclay ii great deal will not want 10 subsidize a stale whose citizens 

arc i ei L i t!scrs ot'the  service^ Sprint has found thal TRS users do not establish protiles Tor 

liLidirir,ii.il IKKS and may simply forego using IP Rclay ifregistration is required." Ifthe FCC 

~Icci.!c io ;isc an allocation factor. Sprint th inks  the Interstate TRS Advisory Council in 

c ' ( I i i 1  .IIICIIOI~ w i t h  [he Fund Adniinirtrator should bc charged with the task.'" 

I clccommunications lor  Ihe Deal'. Inc. ( ' I~DI)  notes that "Section 225's plain language as 

w c l ;  d >  lis t)verriding polic? oh.jcctivcs aflord the Commission the discrction to rctain the 

Intc1s!.iic I KS ttinding mechanism as cslablished in the (Declaratorv Ruling) on a long tcrm 

b:isl ,: ' I ID1 belicbes that funding I t '  Rclay I'roiii the interstate T K S  fund will "maximize the 

h m t  f i , h  [his kxhnological innobation to the deafcommunity and the hard of hearing 

popllli'ilon and thcir respecli\'e contacts. - -  According to TDI. interstate-only funding 

e/in!lll.iti's die nccd for IP  providers 10 -'endure an extraordinarily cumbersome and varied 

ii;tr:;si.itc L.)st recovery authorization and approval process. while also providing assurance that 

..>? 

8 



both II'II~I- .ind interstate costs will be reccbuped."'3 TDI thinks the Commission should revisit 1P 

l ? t , l a ~ v  "ii:rt!snp cvcry three q e a i ~  to deterniinc ifnem technology or other circumstances make it 

k a a : b k  ,('r &:hange the tunding sthenic." 

i [) '  applauds the competitive. multi-bcndoring aspects of IP Relay but realizes that the 

<)ill: U:I> t1.e hcnetits \vi11 bc achieved '.is if the Commission's regulation is conducive to market 

c i i t i  ' I c , ~  unduc administrative burdens arc minimiz.ed and cost recovery is secured."*' 

! I) ,  beIic\cs that reqiiiring"user profiles invades the privacy interests of IP Relay users" 

illid laic, i i i a l  protilcs arc not rcquircd 10 use traditional TRS." IP Relay users should bc able to 

mic :lit .<It ice 1s anonymously as other cunsumcrs use the telephone. Requiring profiles will 

(JIS I wag? constiiners frcim using If' Kela)~.& 

nltl; \ C I I / ( I ~ ' s  proposal for mandatory profiles. believing such an extreme measure to be 

preitiai iiic 

7 -  

In its reply comments, TDI expressed concern 

' I ) ,  t l r i i i h ~  11 is too carly to dc\,elop a n  accurate fixed allocator becauhe It' Relay is still 

$(!  I i -v 

.Id\ ts~lr', 

lKl)I states that the Commission should seek input from the Interstate TRS Fund 

ouncil on the use o f a  fixcd allocator.'" 

II'IIIC ('ommission dccidcs that It '  Kclay cost recovery must be split between the intra- 

~ n d  !n;etsi,ite jurisdictions, I 1)1 asks the ('ommission to help reduce the administrative burden 

this N II c i i t .1~~1 IP Iprwidern. IP providers s h o ~ ~ l d  not be faced with having to certify in 50 states 



1 1 1  ( 5 , L l i . I  bc rciiiibursecl lijr intrastate xrvice.  ~I DI suggests that  the Fund Administrator 

x ~ i i l ~ i i i s c  I[' Relay providers entirely from the interstate fund for all calls, with the 

wi(ikp,iiindmg that (the Admillistrator) ~ v o u I d  rccoup from intrastate funds the amounts 

~ l y i i ~  iblc tbr in t r a skk  calls.'."' lfthat suggestion is not feasible, the Commission should 

~ ~ \ p : ~ i r L '  ,ititel- alternatives." 

.. 

'~:c,I i m n  bclicves the ( ornniission " c m  and in the short tcrni should, designate all 

r t v v l  r \  ( : I  IP Relay costs thrlwgh the inter\tate system. as i t  will be simpler and cheaper to 

a( ln, i i i :s te l  (hili1 any allocatioii nierhod."'- As IP Relay grows or if i t  becomes possible to 

dc.tci'n!iiic :he caller-s location. cost recover! tor I P  Relay should be revisited. 

1 -  

33 

" 'CI  uon also believes (hat. in  order 10 curb fraud "and to preserve IP Relay services and 

I R \  tLIlrdh for die exclusive L I S ~  of'I.i S. rc,siclcnts," the Commission should require all users to 

rcgi J L I ~  LI cast their names and addrcssea IO access IP Relay. Verizon cited Maryland Kclay as 

311 L,\;implL of  IP Kelay service rcquiring registration." Vcrizon thinks users should also have to 

oml) t i i i l i  they have a hearing or speech disability requiring the use oftcxt equipment." 

\L<:rldC'oni coniments that the Commission has authority to reimburse all 1P Relay calls 

t r t i i i !  t i l t  Ii~,tcrstatt' ' I  KS b'und and that i t  "should exercise this authority . . . in order to  guarantee 

p ~ o \  i d c i s  ~.I ' this service the rcinlburscniciit certainty they will need in order to expand this 

iiiiic.v;iti\.c wrvicc offering. ..?( The suggcstcd allocation options would "incrcase administrative 



,. , I , L %  i i i  re1i.y pro\ iders and states. and both options are inaccurate.”” WorldCom feels that 

, ,  !w. 1111: ‘I) csublish reimbursement relations wi th  every state would be expensive ;ind inefficient 

: I i i i l  ’ Ii,.c.)tiiage miry and expansion o f  I P  Relay providers.”” Also. profiling users would be 

m i s i ~ I e i c . 1 1  .:n invasion of privacy. World(’om notes: “Users would perceive they would be 

r c t ~ t ~ i ~ e ~ l  io  IvoLidc inore personal information with IP Relay than traditional relay."") Because 

I t icrt  JI: ‘ I , ,  m11 charges currently associatcd wi th  IP Relay calls, WorldCom believes the 

pr,ip;q-L!oti I 4’1ntcrqate IP  Relay calls IV ths  whole will be larger than traditional ‘I‘RS. 

I. ~in\,:q~rt.nt:v. “iising thc existing distribulion would unfairly allocate financial responsibility to 

.. . , 
: h L ’  \I;IL,C\ 

4tJministrator and Council Findings 

V I . (  ,\ c : \  [ ?e  I’RS Fund Adniinistrak?r. h;is managed the Interstate ‘IRS Fund since its inception 

in I C W  i!nd  no^ has more than nine years’ experience working with the  shared funding cost 

recu\ ei \ nicxhanisin. ‘The Interstate I RS Fund Advisory Council has been involved in 

rn$mIoii!ig I’KS cost recovery matters sincc 1994. Council members bring a wide range of  I‘RS 

cXpc,ritnc.t. io the table. providing the perspectives of the disability community, users, providers, 

;Ltlin’ni<ti’at.irs. regulators. and contributors. Jointly. we present the following IP Relay findings. 

~ Hc l :~y  call5 initiatcd via Internet I’rotoeol (11’ Relay) are basically the same as traditional 

I R q  calls initiated via Lext tclephonc o r  computer; the dillercnce is how the relay center 

& - ~  ,i,~ccsscd. With traditional ‘I’M the caller dials 7-1-1 or a toll Cree number; with IP, 

’</ , I  

’” 
‘ I  

, 
iii 



I !I<' Jefinitton o1'IP I<cla? does not include Internet access to VRS. Reimbursement for 

... 111- to V R S  v i a  the Internet is at the V R S  rate. 

\ I )  ,iutcilna[ic means ot'dcterniining whether an 1P Relay call is intrastate or interstate 

( \ I C ; .  Internet addressc do not have geographic correlates. There i s  no Internet address 

i i i c r t i l i2 i -  that ciin auloinaticallc provide the location of the caller to the relay cenler. A 

~ ~ ( w l u ~ i o n  o f  this problem is not in thc Coreseeable future. 

I I<\ providers who arc planning to otfer IP Relay agree that the costs of traditional TRS 

, ~ d  11' Relay are csscntially the sainc TRS vendors who do not currently plan to offer 

i l l t  ,cr\icc havc not investigated the cost of its provision. 

\d;irics and henclits ale the main cost  causers in rclay services. Because only  the access 

t<) tllc rela! center changes with II' Kelay. labor costs for 1P Relay are not expected to 

d,c,easc from traditional TKS labor costs. 

1 ~l~.ciimnit~nicationr costs may dccreasc because originating access charges wil l  be 

cliiiiinaled o n  11 '  Relay calls. I'errninijting access costs will not change. 

I ~ . e ~ ~ c a r c I i  and development costs or relay providers may increase. 

I k i a ~ i s e  IP Kclay i s  ekpected to hc ol'ltrcd on a nationwide basis. marketing costs will 

I ; I C I ~ ; I S ~  i f  providers adver l ise [heir scrvices nationally. 

!'n?viders may need to dcvelop and implement a way to block international to 

iiiicrnational 11' Relay cal ls 

i, 

L,.  

' ( I  Krr!uiring all IP Relay users to registcr or create protiles is considered discriminatory, an 

t.11 .Lsion nl'pribacy. and ;I deterrent tu  the use of thc service. 



: i ,<' .,I 3 fixed cost allocator siniilar t o  ihe toll free/900 minute allocator i n  the early 

\t.ycs 0 1 '  inipletnenting I P  Relay could unfairly allocatc costs between intrastate and 

i r  ~ c i ~ t a t e  .jurisdictions. 

I I t  t11c ('tminiission dctcrniincs 11iat somc IP Relay costs should be recovered as intrastate, 

il:e ScHbrt rcquired b> the stale5 and the providers will be overly burdensome in 

.itliiitnistration time and cost. 

; 1 1 ;  t cbruar\ 2002. relaq providcrs' pni,jected TRS minutes between the U S  and 

II.LL,, tiationiil locations to bc less than 1 %  (about 200,000 minutes a year) of all interstate 

. l i d  internalional tniiiiiics for 2002 and 2003. IP  Kclay calls between the US and 

!~ltc~-national locations \uould he a ruhsct of that projection. 

1 1 ;ir the ycar 2001. proLiJers repoiwd 169.286 international minutes - 0.5% of33.7 

:i1tlIton traditional T-KS minutes paid t b r  [he year. For 2000, 215,613 international 

nt i t io tcs wcre reported ~ 0.64D/o oiL:3.7 million paid TRS minutes. 

i ( oirimentrrs agrec thal the Commission has the authority to reimburse all IP Relay calls 

t ,ci i ! i  thc Interslate I RS Fund and reimbursement from the fund is the best-cost recovery 

riicthod ~CIJ  the service 

RE CO'M'MENDED COST RECOVERY GUIDELINES 

l {c~Lausc 11' Relay cobt\ are not expecied to difl'er substantially from thc costs associated 

hltt., lr.rtiiil,inal 'TRS service. the Administrator and the Council recommend the same national 

i t \  c i  I:: 'at: de\ elopmenr msihodology and C Y ) S ~  recovery reimbursement rate as traditional TRS 

scrl 'C'L l ,u  .dl It' Relay minuit's. Except tiu thc method of accessing the relay center, the 

C!MI tL,c:~islics of;r tradiiional IKS and iin I P  Relay ca l l  arc basically tlle sa111c. The 

( ~ ' 1 1 1 1  l11l.iilic i t ions ~'\ssistaiit tjpes to the icxt uscr and speaks to the telephone tlser. The Fund 



i\dl:llllim!tor will collect It' l k l a y  specilic costs and demand projections in the annual I'RS 

F'i-o,, i c v  ( enter Data Request tu monitor I l iese costs. Current categories on the annual data 

rc.yt.t: I ,II.C adequate lbr reporting actual and projected 1P Relay expenses and minutes. 

.I' Xcla) costs could significantly increase. however, if providers are requircd to establish 

x i c !  ! I I  ii.itL:in reporting and rcimburscment rclationships with every state. A tixcd allocator 

nowld rLdiice t he  administrative burden but I S  not feasible at this time. Only reimbursement 

I ' I O I I I  tiit I i~tcrstate 'I'RS Fund for all 11' Relay minutes will assure the growth of this innovative 

\zr\ I C . '  iii i t s  earl! stagcs. The Commission should revisit IF' Relay cost recovery periodically to 

dcti, inll i i t. I'ctianses i n  tcchnolugy or othcr circumstances makc a change in the funding 

l i l c l  li;iiiisill Lrorkahle. 

" t i<  ma,lor concern about 11' Rela), fraud is the use of US relay services for calls that both 

orig!n.ilc. Liid terminate outside the US. ('onsidering that legitimate international calling was a 

slll;lil !icrccntage of  paid minutes for 2000 a id  2001 and an equally small percentage of projected 

niiii I[<'\ I ( % -  2002 and 2003. minutes Ih r  Internet Relay should be substantially the same. with the 

i i i i ~ l ~ ~ r ~ ~ ~ i i i i l i i ~ ~  Ihal by providing free t(111 calling, some increase is to be expected. 

: ~ o  inonilor the siluatinn. the Fund Administrator should require providers to track and 

rcp,.rI  !i.tcin;itional call ininules separately for all TRS services and should revicw the monthly 

rnlil.~tr rep ins .  comparing actuals to  projections. If actual inlernational minutes trend 

sipili<;,nt ;y higher than historical dara and projections. further investigation will be warranted. 

I I1c I ~ i n i l  .Administrator should alert thc FC(' it'this occurs. 

. .  

~ 11, F'und .klministrator should monitor the monthly provider minute reports and track IP 

I?cl.iv iiinL!tes scparately to dcvclop a historical base for future projections. The Fund 

. , ~ ~ J i l ! ~ ~ . i ~ i i ~ i t ~ ~ r  should include tlala on 11' Relay ininutes i n  the monthly reports it provides the 

' ) I I ~ I C  I , inJ ihe t C ( '  today. 
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i l l<r  re\.icwing the Declaratory Ruling and 1P Relay cost information collectcd from 

I I<\ pr"Litlers. both the Administrator and the Council find that there is no need to develop a 

d: t' tL rL"iii c \ ' s i  recovery method c)r to have a separate reimbursement rate for IP Relay. and 

; i c c ~ ~ n l i n g I ~ .  recommend that the traditional 'TRS reimbursement rate continue to be applied to 1P 

K~,l.!v ~tiln:;tcs of use. 


